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Dear Sir: 



REPLY BRIEF 

This Reply Brief is intended primarily to address new issues and/or new points of 
argument raised by the Examiner. Thus, this Reply Brief is a supplement to Appellants' Brief 
on Appeal, which is fully incorporated herein without modification. 

In reply to Appellants' Brief on Appeal, the Examiner has argued that "Appellants' 
claims do not require that the pores of the glass fiber substrate remain *open'," because claim 
2 requires that the moldable foam material penetrates pores of the porous substrate and bonds 
to the porous substrate. The Examiner appears to be arguing that because foam material enters 
into the pores of the porous substrate, the porous substrate is no longer porous. The fact that 
the foam material partially penetrates the pore structure to bond to the substrate does not mean 
that the substrate is fully impregnated or encompassed by the foam. Neither claim 2 nor any 
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other portion of the specification teaches that the claimed invention does not have a porous 
substrate. To the contrary, there is not any question as to whether the claims require "a 
porous substrate." They simply do. 

Immediately after quoting portions of Appellants' specification, the Examiner stated as 
follows: 

Accordingly, the trim piece of Rohrlach et al., like Appellants' 
trim piece, comprises a porous substrate wherein said substrate is 
held to the backside of the trim member that is opposite of the 
upholstery skin material. 

Appellants' specification does not provide any basis for concluding that the Rohrlach et al. 
patent teaches a trim piece having a porous substrate. For the reasons set forth in Appellants' 
Brief, and from the Rohrlach et al. patent itself, it is evident that the Rohrlach et al. patent 
does not teach or suggest a trim piece having "a porous substrate." Instead, the originally 
porous (fibrous) material is completely encompassed by (i.e., fully impregnated with) resin, 
such that the substrate of Rohrlach et al. is not porous, i.e., the fibrous material becomes 
reinforcement within a non-porous substrate. 

All, or at least substantially all, of the Examiner's new points of argimaent embrace the 
concept that Appellants' required "porous substrate" is indistinguishable from the fiiUy 
impregnated reinforcing fibrous materials used in the prior art references because Applicants 
teach that the required "molded foam material extending between said upholstery skin material 
and said substrate" may at least partially penetrate the pores of the porous substrate to bond the 
foam material to the porous substrate. This argument ignores and perverts the language of the 
claims, the teachings of Appellants' specification, and the drawings, which clearly show that 
the substrate and foam material are separate and distinct layers, with only a miner or 
superficial amount of penetration of the foam material into the pores of the porous substrate. It 
is respectfully submitted that when the claims are properly interpreted, the claims clearly 
distinguish over the prior art references, which do not teach or suggest a porous substrate held 
to the backside of the trim member. Stated differently, the applied prior art references do not 
teach or suggest a substrate having pores and which is held to the backside of a trim member. 
Instead, the fibrous material employed by the prior art references (which is only porous prior 
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to being incorporated within the disclosed trim members) are completely encompassed and are 
fully impregnated by a resin, and therefore do not have pores, and are not on the backside of 
the trim member. 

For the reasons set forth above, it is respectfully submitted that reversal of the rejection 
is proper. 

Respectfully submitted, 

TONY M. POKORZYNSKI ET AL. 

By: Price, Heneveld, Cooper, 
DeWitt & Litton 
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